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The examiner would like to comment on the reply brief, since the examiner disagrees on the interpretation of the claim language and 
the prior art. With regards to the claim language the examiner interprets the prior art as being capable of being used in the central 
veins, which allows the examiner to use the prior art in the rejection. The examiner also cites MPEP section 2105, IV which states the 
analogy in the mechanical art, and thus the catheters of the prior art could be capable of being used in a central vein, thus reading on 
that claim limitation. With regards to the added structure of the salt being inherently disposed on the catheter, but never claimed the 
examiner still feels that the applicant is reading limitations from the specification on the claim, and thus maintains his rejection. The 
examiner would like to cite MPEP section 21 1 1.01 Plain Meaning, paragraph I, which states that limitations from the specification are 
only read into the claim of issued patents not during examination, which limitations are given the broadest reasonable interpretation, 
which the examiner has discussed in previous rejections and examiner answers. With regards to claim 8, the examiner uses this mode 
of claim interpretation with regards to injection caps, which the examiner interprets a structurally element that closes off or caps the 
proximal portion. Therefore the examiner feels that the prior art shows this and maintains the rejections. With regards to claim 27, 
the examiner fails to see the difference in 6cm of the prior art and 60mm of the claim, since 6cm=60mm. With regards to claim 30, 
the examiner interprets that the balloons can be deflated and have a slighter larger diameter then the catheter and can be inflated to 
have a larger size, therefore the balloons during the course of use will have the same diameter as claimed, since the claims never recite 
if the balloons are inflated to have the specific diameter or the balloons are deflated and have the specific diameter. 
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